Martinka No, 1 Mine on October 2, 1984, did not constitute a vio-
lation of section 105{c)(l) of the Mine Act because the transfer
was not based in whole or in part on any protected activity,' was
motivated solely by the miner's unprotected activity and would
have been effected in any event forOhis unprotected activity
alone.  Accordingly, it is ORDEREJ3 Jihat the complaint be, and
hereby is, DISMISSED.
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